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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed on May 29, 2007. Claim 
1 is amended; claims 2-6, 12 and 28-35 are cancelled; and claims 36-43 are newly 
added. Therefore, claims 1,7-11, 13-27 and 36-43 are currently pending in this 
application. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on May 29, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

3. The rejection of claims 1,7-11 and 1 3-27 as in the previous Office Action is 
respectfully maintained but updated to show the changes made by the amendment. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 1 3 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

The phrase "data" in line 1 of claim 13 should be replaced with -data files- to be 
consistent with claim T. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 36-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim (s) contains subject matter 
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which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

The specification of the current application does not support the limitation 
"deleting sufficient data files that are larger than a predetermined threshold " of claims 36 
and 40. In other words, no where in the specification it is described about deleting data 
files that are larger (in size) than a certain size (i.e. a predetermined threshold). 

Furthermore, the subject matter of claims 37 and 41 , i.e. having two threshold 
values, is also not properly described in the application as filed. 

Claims 38 and 39 are also rejected for the same reason(s) as claim 36 as they 
further limit the claim 36. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 8-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

As per claim 1 , the data store management system determines which of the data 
files to delete based on file size of the respective data file . However, according to 
dependent claims 8 and 9 which further limit claim 1 , the data store management 
system applies a LRU or a FIFO algorithms to delete data from at least one of the 
accessed data storage locations. It is unclear how to select a file for deletion (i) based 
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on both file size and LRU algorithm according to claim 8; and (ii) based on both file size 
and FIFO algorithm according to claim 9? 

Claims 1 0 and 1 1 recites the limitation "the pre-selected control levels" in line 1 . 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in these claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1 , 7-9 and 13-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Flanagin et al. (USPN: 7,017,105) hereinafter, Flanagin in view of 

Beresin et al. (USPN: 2004/0158829) hereinafter, Beresin. 

As per claim 1 , Flanagin teaches a system for managing memory space (i.e. the 

limited memory space of the wireless devices) in a mobile device (i.e. wireless mobile 

and other portable devices, such as PDAs and cellular phones), comprising: 

- a plurality of data storage locations (i.e. locations within the limited memory 
space of the wireless devices); 

- a plurality of software applications (i.e. software applications such as, an 
address book for keeping contact information such as names and addresses, 
a calendar for keeping schedules and important dates, an e-mail application 
for to send and receive electronic messages, an internet application for 
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accesses web-pages, and other services), each software application being 
operable to store data to a different data storage location (this limitation is 
inherent because each application has to be stored at a different storage 
location in order for it to be separately/individually executed/addressed) (e.g. 
see Col. 1 , lines 16-24); and 
- a data store management system (i.e. the data synchronizing system) 
operable to access and delete data files stored in the plurality of data storage 
locations (i.e. by using the filters, data stored in the plurality of storage 
locations identified as stale/old data and deleted) (e.g. see Col. 1 , line 65 - 
Col. 2, line 4). 

However, Flanagin does not specifically disclose about if insufficient memory 
space is available in one of the data storage locations, then the data store management 
system determines which of the data files to delete based on file size of the respective 
data files. Beresin, on the other hand, teaches that when the synchronization 
management agent (i.e. 1 12 in Fig. 1) determines that the local memory (i.e. 1 14 in Fig. 
1) of the mobile terminal (i.e. 100 in Fig. 1) does not include enough free memory for 
storing the requested file, the synchronization management agent then determines 
which file(s) stored in the local memory of mobile terminal can be deleted in order to 
free memory for the requested file. The synchronization management agent selects 
file(s) which occupy memory of a size which, when aggregated with currently available 
memory, is sufficient to store the chosen application (e.g. see steps 408 and 410 in Fig. 
4 and paragraph [0033]). In other words, Beresin does selects one or more data files to 
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delete based on the file size as claimed. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skills in the art at the time of the current invention was made to 
implement the teachings of Beresin in the system taught by Flanagin so, when the local 
memory is full, instead of randomly selecting, the data location (s) is/are wisely selected 
for eviction, i.e. based on the file size. Therefore, instead of all data files only the 
enough data files are deleted to store the chosen file/application. 

As per claim 7, the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Beresin teaches that the data store 
management system applies a memory retention algorithm (i.e. the LFU algorithm) to 
delete data from at least one of the accessed data storage locations (e.g. see 
paragraph [0026]). 

As per claims 8 and 9, the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the 
claimed invention as described above and furthermore, Beresin teaches that the data 
store management system applies a least-frequently-used (LFU) memory retention 
algorithm to delete data from at least one of the accessed data storage locations (e.g. 
see paragraph [0026]). Many different types of memory 

retention/replacement/retirement algorithms, such as least recently used/accessed 
(LRU), most recently used/accessed (MRU), least frequently/commonly used/accessed 
(LFU), most frequently/commonly used/accessed (MFU), first-in first-out (FIFO), last-in 
first-out (LIFO), round robin etc., are well-known and notorious old in the art. The 
memory retention/replacement/retirement algorithm is a system dependent feature. 
Since neither applicant nor specification disclose that changing the type of the memory 
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retention algorithm would change the system functionality or performance, therefore, 
any type of memory retention algorithms can be used for determining at least one of the 
accessed data storage locations for deletion. The common knowledge or well-known in 
the art statement is taken to be admitted prior art because applicant failed to traverse 
the examiner's assertion of official notice made in the previous Office Action (see MPEP 
2144.03 (C)). 

As per claim 13, the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Beresin teaches that the data store 
management system deletes data from at least one of the accessed data storage 
locations in accordance with one or more pre-selected memory retention configurations 
(i.e. based on LFU data) (e.g. see paragraph [0026]). 

As per claim 13, the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Flanagin teaches that the data store 
management system deletes data from at least one of the accessed data storage 
locations in accordance with one or more pre-selected memory retention configurations 
(i.e. using the filters to exclude the data such as calendar information after the 
corresponding dates have passed, contact information that have changed/outdated) 
(e.g. see Col. 1 , line 50 - Col. 2, line 4). 

As per claim 14, the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Flanagin teaches that the pre-selected 
memory retention configurations include a configuration that instructs the data store 
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management system not to delete data from a particular data storage location (i.e. not 
deleting appointment data from the server) (e.g. see Col. 1 , lines 56-60). 

As per claim 15, the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Flanagin teaches that the pre-selected 
memory retention configurations include a configuration that instructs the data store 
management system to only delete expired data from a particular data storage location 
(i.e. using the filters to delete the expired data such as calendar information after the 
corresponding dates have passed, and contact information that have changed/outdated) 
(e.g. see Col. 1 , line 50 - Col. 2, line 4). 

. As per claim 16, the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Beresin teaches that the pre-selected 
memory retention configurations include a configuration that instructs the data store 
management system to delete data from a particular data storage location in 
accordance with a pre-selected control level (i.e. deleting the LFU data) (e.g. see 
paragraph [0026]). 

As per claim 1 7, the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Beresin teaches that the pre-selected 
memory retention configurations include a configuration that instructs the data store 
management system to delete expired data (i.e. the data which are LFU) from a 
particular data storage location (i.e. from the local memory location on the mobile 
terminal) (e.g. see paragraph [0026]). Beresin further teaches that data is deleted from 
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the particular data storage location in accordance with a pre-selected control level (i.e. 
using the LFU algorithm) (e.g. see paragraph [0026]). 

As per claims 18-26, the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the 
claimed invention as described above and furthermore, Flanagin teaches that wireless 
devices are used to manage data objects such as emails, contact information, calendar 
information, web pages, and the like (e.g. see Col. 3, lines 64-66). In other words, the 
plurality of data storage locations of wireless devices include a browser cache (for 
storing/caching web pages), a message store (for storing e-mails), an address book (for 
storing contact information), a browser bookmarks store (for storing useful web 
links/addresses), a calendar data store (for storing calendar information), an electronic 
messaging system (for storing e-mails), an Internet browser application (for accessing 
web pages), a calendar application (for accessing/using calendar information) and 
similarly a notes store for storing notes. 

As per claim 27, the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Beresin teaches that data store 
management system deletes data from at least one of the accessed data storage 
locations to free a minimum amount of memory (i.e. enough free memory for storing the 
requested file) (e.g. see paragraph [0026]). 

8. Claims 1 0 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Flanagin in view of Beresin, further in view of "Automatic Removal of Old Calendar 
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Information from the PC", IBM Technical Disclosure Bulletin, November 1992, US, Vol. 
35, issue 6, pgs. 412-413, hereinafter, IBM. 

As per claim 1 0, the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the claimed 
invention as described above, but both failed to clearly disclose that the pre-selected 
control levels are configured by a device user. IBM, however, discloses that it is up to 
the user to decide the retention period for data to be stored on the local storage space 
so (i) No storage is wasted on data that is older than the user cares about; and (ii) It 
allows the user to decide how much old data is needed (e.g. see paragraphs 6-8 on 
page 1). Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at 
the time of the current invention was made to implement the teaching of IBM in the 
system taught by the combination of Flanagin and Beresin for the benefits recited 
above. 

As per claim 1 1 , the combination of Flanagin and Beresin teaches the claimed 
invention as described. above, but both failed to clearly disclose that the pre-selected 
control levels identify one or more time periods during which the data store 
management system will not delete data from the accessed data storage locations. 
IBM, however, discloses that it is up to the user to decide the retention period for data to 
be stored on the local storage space (i.e. the time period during which the system will 
not delete the data) so It allows the user to decide how much old data is needed (e.g. 
see paragraphs 6-8 on page 1). Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skills in the art at the time of the current invention was made to implement the 
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teaching of IBM in the system taught by the combination of Flanagin and Beresin for the 
benefit recited above. 



9. Claims 42 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Flanagin in view of Arimilli et al. (USPN: 6,212,605) hereinafter, Arimilli. 

As per claim 42, Flanagin teaches a method comprising: storing data files in 
memory (i.e. 212 in Fig. 3); deleting sufficient data in the memory to yield sufficient free 
memory space to store a received message, by deleting data files only if they meet a 
preselected criteria (i.e. whether the respective file has expired/stale data); and storing 
the received message in the free memory space (e.g. see Col. 1 , lines 54-64). 
However, Flanagin does not teach about deleting data files only if they are not resident 
in the designated memory location. Arimiilli, on the other hand, teaches about avoiding 
a reserved block in the cache memory from eviction (e.g. see Col. 7, lines 14-37). 
Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time of 
the current invention was made to implement the teachings of Arimilli in the method 
taught by Flanagin so the important data loss can be avoided by storing at the reserved 
data location (s). 

As per claim 43, the combination of Flanagin and Arimilli teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Flanagin teaches that the preselected 
criteria is whether a respective file has expired data (i.e. stale calendar data) (e.g. see 
Col. 1 , lines 54-64). 
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Conclusion 

1 0. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP§ 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hetul Patel whose telephone number is 571-272-4184. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matt Kim can be reached on 571-272-4182. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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